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ABS TRA CT 

The main thrust of thi s paper will be centered a round 

t he issue of whether the Navy should restructure the Opera­

tional Test and Evaluation Force (OPTEVFOR) alon g the lines 

of the Army's and Air Force's independent test a gencies. The 

paper begins with an overview of the weapon system acqui si ­

tion process. It then proceeds to demonstrate how test and 

evaluation <T&E) fits into the acquisition process. Finally, 

a description and evaluation of the each of the service's 

independent test agencies are presented. 

The researcher suggests that the perceived problems are 

not caused by OPTEVFOR's present structural arrangement, but 

are the result of OPTEVFOR's philosophy. The final conclu­

sion is that OPTEVFOR should not change its existing struc­

ture, instead it needs to expand upon its current emphasis 

on increased communication. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

Weapon system acquisition, the development and procure­

ment of military systems, is a matter of widespread and 

increasing concern. Government Reports, Congressional 

hearings, as well as articles in the press, have suggested 

that the acquisition process is not working as well as it 

should. A few examples of these shortcomings are: that 

development fails to produce a satisfactory working design, 

that major systems incur large cost overruns, and that parts 

are over priced. 

Testing of new weapon systems is one of the Department 

of Defense's (DOD) key controls in the process of acquiring 

these complex and expensive systems. Adequate test and 

evaluation (T&E) of these weapon systems is of paramount 

importance to ensure maximum return for 

to procure the systems. 

the dollars spent 

Significant improvements have been accomplished in the 

test and evaluation portion of the acquisition process. In 

earlier years, test and evaluation was often accomplished 

when or where time allowed and usually by personnel who were 

not trained in the techniques of testing. After the July 

1970 Blue Ribbon Defense Panel Reports, test and evaluation 

policies were 

test agencies 

significantly altered. 

were established within 

Separate independent 

each service. These 

agencies, although organized differently, had one thing in 
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common, each maintained its test i n g 

developer, reporting directly 

inde pe ndent fro ~ the 

to its own serv i c e 

headquarters. These independent a g encies perfor m what is 

commonly called Operational Test and Evaluation (0T& E). They 

check to see if and how well the system will function in an 

operational environment. 

How Operational Test and Evaluation is being implemented 

has been one of the central issues identified in numerous 

corr.mi ttees, cor.Jmissions and reports on ~Jeaknesses in weapon 

system acquisition. The issues addressed in these studies 

have been consistently repeated. A report done in February 

1977 by the Defense Science Board identified one 

significant shortcoming in OT&E. The report stated that it 

is very important for all participants in the acquisition 

process to participate throughout the entire acquisition 

process. At the time of this report this interaction between 

the developer and service OT&E organizations did not exist. 

[Ref. 1: p.7] 

Directives and instructions have been issued which 

should have corrected some of the major OT&E problems. These 

instructions however, have not been effectively implemented 

in the Navy, and this has resulted in the Navy's OT &E 

practices remaining essentially unchanged with little 

interaction between the developer and the independent 

operational test agency. This course of action has been one 
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of the reasons for an in crease in the length of the 

acquisition process, which in turn has 

overall costs of the process as well. 

increased the 

As a result of the navy's reluctance for interaction, a 

que stion has been asked about the present structure of the 

Navy's independent operational test agency. This question is 

should the Navy restructure its Operational Test and 

Ev aluation Force (OPTEVFOR) along the lines of the Army and 

the Air Force? Presently the Army and Air Force independent 

operational test agencies act as a manager, allowing the 

user to do the actual operational testing. The Navy's 

Operational Test and Evaluation Force on the other hand, 

acts as a surrogate for the fleet (user) and does all the 

Operational Test and Evaluation. It is felt by some, that 

by restructuring, the user's inputs could be introduced into 

the process on an earlier and continuous basis. The 

contention is that the restructuring would also enormously 

reduce the size and cost of OPTEVFOR and additionally would 

provide a trained first fleet unit at the end of the 

Operational Evaluation (OPEVAL). An additional potential 

benefit espoused would be an earlier Initial Operational 

Capability (IOC). [Ref. 2] 

The main thrust of this thesis will center around the 

issue of whether the Navy should restructure OPTEVFOR along 

the lines of the Army and Air Force. However, before this 
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issue can be properly addressed, a foundat i on has t o be 

laid. This foundation will consist of an overview of th e 

weapon system acquisition process, how T&E fits into the 

acquisition process, and finally a description and 

evaluation of each of the service's independent te s t 

agencies. 
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II. DEFENSE ACQUISITION PROCESS 

The issue of whether to restructure the Navy's Opera­

tional Test and Evaluation Force can not be properly 

addressed without a basic understanding of the DoD's weapon 

system acquisition process and how the Service's T&E program 

fits into the overall acquisition scheme. 

The present method of managing the weapons systems ac­

quisition process in the DoD, emerged as a result of a study 

by the President's Blue Ribbon Defense Panel (BRDP) done in 

1970. As a result of recommendations of the BRDP, the 

Department of Defense Directive 5000.1 was promulgated and 

released in 1971. The next item to be released in this 

evolution was the issuance of Office of Management and 

Budget (OMB) Circular A-109, which was released in 1976. The 

policies and guidelines in these documents form the basis 

for all the subsequent directives and instructions regulat­

ing the acquisition of weapon systems. These directives and 

instructions enable the Secretary of Defense (SECDEF), who 

is aided by the Joint Requirements and Management Board 

(JRMB), formerly called the Defense System Acquisition 

Review Council (DSARC), to guide and control the development 

and production of major weapon systems through a series of 

acquisition phases, milestone reviews, and decision points. 

The process is illustrated in Figure 1 [Ref. 3:p. 6]. 
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It is the Secretary of Defense who mak es the decision as 

to which new systems will be designated a major system. The 

decision to designate any system as major is based upon: 

a. Development risk, ur ge ncy of need, or other items of 
interest to the SECDEF. 

b. Joint acquisition of a system by the DOD and repre­
sen tatives of another nation, or by two or more DOD 
Co mponents. 

c. The estimated requ ir ement for the s ystem's research, 
development, T&E , procurement (production) and opera­
t i o n a n d s u p p o r t r e s o u r c e s . A J u s t i f i c a t i o n f o r· ; l a j o r· 
Syst em New Start (J MSN S) is required for all acquisi­
tions for which the DOD Component esti ma tes cost to 
ex ceed $2 0 0 milli on ( FY 8 0 dollars ) in R D T & E funds or 
$1 Billion (FY 80 dollars) in procurement (production) 
funds, or both. 

d . Signi ficant congressional interest.[Ref.4 : pp. 5-61 

It should be noted that all wea pon systems acquisitions 

g o through a similar process to the one outlined here for 

major systems. The only difference is that decisions are 

made at lower levels within the Services. 

There are four di sti nct phases and milestones in the 

system acquisition process. The actual acquisition of a 

ne w system begins with either a decision to establish new 

capabilities in response to a technologically feasible op-

p ortunity, an identified deficiency in an existing 

capability, a si gnificant opportunity to reduce the DoD cost 

of ownership, or in response to a change in the na tio nal 

defense policy [Ref 4: pp. 3-4 l. This part of the process is 

called Milestone 0. 
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By preparing a Justification for Major System New Start 

( J t·1 S N S ) , the S e r v i c e s doc u men t the n e e d f o r the n e w s y s t em 

and submit it into the Plannin g , Pro g ra mm in g , and Bu dg et 

System (PPBS> process alon g with the Service' s Pro gra ;n 

0 b j e c t i v e ~~ e r.: o r a n dum ( P 0 t1 ) f o r t he yea r i n H h i c h the f u n d s 

are requested. The Secretary of Defense ma y than sanction 

th e J M S N S in the P r o gram Dec i s i on 1·1 e m o r a n d u m ( P D H ) . This 

a c t i o n , d e s i g n a t e d ~1 i 1 e s t o n e 0 , au tho r i z e s the S e r v i c e to 

initiate the program when funds are available and moves the 

program into the next acquisition phase which is called 

Concept Exploration (CE). 

In the Concept Exploration phase, several contracts are 

awarded to industry to identify and investigate alternative 

system design concepts that will satisfy the mission need. 

A t t h e c o n c l u s i o n o f t h i s p has e , the P r o g r am H a n a g e r ( P t·l ) 

makes his/her recommendation for those concepts which have 

the potential for further development and evaluation and 

should be carried forward into the next phase of the ac­

quisition process which is called the Demonstration and 

Validation (D&V> phase. This recommendation is documented in 

the System Concept Paper (SCP>. 

The SCP is submitted to the Joint Requirements and 

Management Board (JRMB> and then forwarded, if approved, to 

the SECDEF. The SECDEF uses the SCP to make the Milestone I 

decision . The authority to proceed is provided in th e 
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Secretary of Defense Decision Memorandum (SDDM>. Approval 

signifies a validation of the requirement and is authoriza­

tion to proceed with the D&V phase with the most promising 

concepts [Ref 4: p. 4]. 

An additional document developed during the CE phase, 

is the Test and Evaluation Master Plan <TEtlP). The TEMP is a 

short, concise master plan for T&E. Its purpose is to iden­

tify all required T&E resources d facilitate long-range plan­

nin g , progra mmin g , and bud getin g including that of adequate 

nu mber s of test hardware items and specialized major range 

a nd test faci l iti es a ensur e a cco mplishment of adequate T&E~ 

an d eli mi niate redundant testin g . The TEMP forms the basic 

cont r act b etween t h e Development Ag ency (DA) which is 

res pon s ib l e for the Developme nt Test and Evaluation (DT&E> 

and t he independent test agency, who is responsible for the 

Operational Test and Eva l uation (OT&E>. Hhile the initial 

version of the TEMP, which is required at Milestone I, will 

l ack many specifics, through a continuous revision process 

the TE MP will develop the necessary detail. [Ref. 3:p. 3-19] 

A positive Milestone I decision allows the system to 

enter the Demonstration and Validation phase. The purpose of 

this phase is to further develop and validate the al terna­

tive concepts to determine which concept(s) should progress 

into the Full Scale Development <FSD) phase [Ref.3: p.1-15]. 

This phase involves demonstration of the technology to be 
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used in the system or critical subsystems to verify perfor­

mance and the potential suitability of t he concept to fill 

the mission need. At this point. scientific and technologi­

cal development is required to bring the concept to its 

fruition. 

It is during the D&V phase that both DT &E and OT&E begin 

with the test results being used to support the Milestone II 

decision. Identifying critical issues and areas of ri sk 

that have been addressed by test and evaluation, the Deci­

sion Coordinating Paper (DCP)/Inte g rated Pro g ram Summary 

<IPS) is prepared by the Pro g ram Manager. The DCP/IPS 

provides the test objectives and measures of effectiveness 

related to the satisfaction of mission need and resource 

requirements that apply to the test activity. The PM submits 

the document through the JRMB to the SECDEF for the 

11 i l e s to n e I I d e c i s i o n . S E CD E F approval authorizes the 

program to proceed into the Full Scale Development phase 

CFSD). 

The purpose of the FSD phase is to produce a fully 

tested, documented, and production-engineered design of the 

selected concept [Ref. 3: p.1-15]. This phase is divided 

into three subphases: engineering, prototype, and pilot­

production/transition to production. It is during this part 

of the acquisition cycle that two major evaluations take 

place. The first is the technical evaluation CTECHEVAL), the 
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purpose of which is to identify technical deficiencies and 

determine whether the design meets technical specifications 

and requirements [Ref. 5: p.2J. This evaluation is a very 

important facet of development testing, for if the system 

passes the TECHEVAL it goes on to the next major evaluation, 

wh ich is called Operational Evaluation COPEVAL). Given the 

data from the TECHEVAL, OPEVAL proceeds to test the system 

for demonstration of operational effectiveness and opera ­

tional suitability, in addition to verification of fixes for 

problems discovered in the TECHEVAL [Ref. 5: p. 41. These 

formal evaluations are performed in order to certify readi ­

ness for the production phase. 

The final milestone decision point, r1ilestone III, is 

to decide whether or not the system is to enter into produc ­

tion and deployment. The PM documents the results of the 

FSD phase, including testing, and plans for future testing 

are assessed again. The PM then sends his recommendations in 

an updated DCP/IPS through the JR MB to the SECDEF for his 

decision. Normally, ho\.,rever, the Secretary of Defense 

delegates the Milestone III decision to the Secretary of the 

branch of the Service that is responsible for the system . 

For less than major systems, this decision in some c ases is 

delegated to the lowest level in the organization a t which 

overall view of the program rests. This is the point we re 

test results play their most critical role because they 

16 



assi st th e dec isi on ma ke r in hi s dec isio n whether to approve 

or deny production. 

An affirmative Mil e s tone I II deci s ion a llows th e 

system to enter the Production and De pl o ym ent Phase. One or 

more contractors are awarded a production contract for 

either low-rate or full rate production. Even after the 

syste m i s bein g produced, testing does not stop. The s ys te r.1 

is assessed i n new environments, in different pla t f orQ 

applications, in new tactical applications, or a gainst n e w 

threats. 

Besides the aforementioned fixed milestones, addi ti onal 

program reviews can be held at any point in the pro g ra m when 

major problems arise. Most of the information at the r e vi ews 

comes from the test and evaluation results and is u s ed to 

assess t he pro g rams progress and its likely succe ss 

[Ref 6:p. 881. Dependin g on the findings, a pro g ra m may 

advance to the next phase, be canceled or just held at its 

present phase. 

In summation, the acquisition process that is pr e sen t e d 

here is a very simplistic overvie\.J. This process, t hou gh 

conceptually simple, in fact is extremely detailed in i t s 

requirements. Test and evaluation is an essential player i n 

the Department of Defense's acquisition process, in t hat 

the T&E results help to determine the future outco me of a 

program. 
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III. WHAT IS TEST AND EVALUATION ? 

Test and evaluation is a fundamental and integral part 

of the acquisition process. Although the terms "test" and 

"evaluation" are used jointly, they do represent two dis­

tinct and unique functions. One definition of TEST is " a 

critical examination, observation or evaluation; a trial or 

group of trials" [Ref. 7:p. 2]. Evaluation, on the other 

hand concerns the review and analysis of data produced 

during testing or use of the item. 

The Department of Defense is generally concerned with 

three types of test and evaluation: Development Test and 

Eva l uation (DT&E), Operational Test and Evaluation (OT&E), 

and Production Acceptance Test and Evaluation (PAT&E) 

[Ref.8: p.2]. Figure 2 is a summary overview of the acquisi-

tion process, and it illustrates where these three types 

of test and evaluation fit into the acquisition process 

[ Ref.3: p. 1-18]. 

A. DEVELOPMENT TEST AND EVALUATION (DT&E) 

DT&E is that test and evaluation conducted to 

demonstrate that the engineering design and development 

process is complete, the design risks have been minimized, 

the system will meet the specifications, and to estimate the 

system's military utility when introduced [Ref. 9: p. 7-8]. 

Development Test and Evaluation is planned, conducted and 
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monit o re d , b y the Developin g Agency (DA) of the Military 

Depart ments or ot h er Defense Ag encies, with the results 

bein g reported to the responsible Military Service Chief. 

DT&E is required for all acquisition programs. :::t can 

be broken down into three major phases: DT-I, DT-I I , and 

DT- III . The s pecific object i ves of each phase are developed 

b y t h e DA and are published in the Test and Evaluation 

Ma ster Pla n (T EM P). 

DT- I is con duct e d durin g the Demonstration and Valida­

tion Ph a s e t o s u pport the Milestone II decision. Its prin­

c i pa l pur pose is to de monst r ate that all technical risks 

have bee n ide ntif i ed a nd that solutions to the risks are in 

han d [ Re f. 9 : p . 7- S J. 

Cond ucte d du ring t he Fu l l Scale Development Phase, DT-I I 

i s us ed to s upport t he production and deployment (Milestone 

III) decis io n. DT-II demonstrates that the design meets its 

sp ec if ications in perfor mance, compatibility, suppor­

tabil ity, s urvivability, safety, and human factors [Ref. 9: 

p . 7 -9J. 

Th e Tec hnical Evaluation (TECHEVAL) is the final phase 

of DT-II. It is conducted to deter mine whether or not a 

sys t em is functioning in a technically acceptable manner, 

whether it meets technical and design performance specifica­

tions, and to determine if it is ready for the Operational 

Evaluation (OPEVAL). The Developing Agency (DA) has the 
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primary responsibility for pl anning the test pro g r a m a nd ob ­

taining their results. After the TECHEVAL, the DA cert i f i es 

that the system is ready for the Operational Evaluation 

(OPEVAL). However, OPEVAL may not commence until the 

Secretary and the independent test agency of the concerned 

branch of the service accepts the DA's certification of 

readiness for OPEVAL. [Ref. 9: p. 7-9] 

The final phase of DT&E is DT-III. It is conducted after 

the production and deployment decision (Milestone III). DT-­

III is used to verify the correction of design deficiencies 

found during TECHEVAL or OPEVAL, and that any improvements 

that were made to the system are effective. 

B. OPERATIONAL TEST AND EVALUATION (OT&E) 

Operational Test and Evaluation is the test and evalua­

tion conducted by an independent agency to determine the 

prospective system's military utility, operational effec­

tiveness (including compatibility, interoperability, 

reliability, and maintainability), and logistic and trainin g 

requirements [Ref. 9: p. 7-9]. Since OT&E is conducted under 

as near to realistic operating conditions as possible, 

needed modifications to the system do become apparent durin g 

this process. The operating personnel, as well as required 

support facilities, are typical of those expected to operate 

and maintain the system when it is deployed. 
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OT&E can be broken d own into two cate gories: Initial 

Operational Test and Evaluation ( IOT&E), which is all OT&E 

conducted prior to the production and deployment decision, 

and Follow-on Operational Test and Evaluation (FOT&E), which 

is all OT&E which is conducted after the production and 

dep loymen t decision. OT &E can also be divided into four 

phases (two in IOT&E and two in FOT &E ). 

OT - I is the first phase of Initial Operational Test 

and Evaluation (IOT&E), and is conducted during the 

Demonstration and Validation Phase to support the full-scale 

develo p ~ ent decision (Mi l estone II). Its objectives are to 

provide an early assessment as to whether or not, based on 

the system' s effectiveness, th e project/program shou ld con­

tinue on its development [ Ref. 9: p. 7-9]. 

The other phase of IOT&E is called OT-II, and is con­

duc ted during the Full-Scale Development Phase. The OPEVAL 

is the culmination of OT-II. The objectives of OT-II are the 

demons tration of the achievement of program objectives for 

operational effectiveness and of operational suitability. 

The first phase of Fo ll ow-on Operational Test and 

Eval uation ( FOT&E) is called OT-III, and is conducted after 

the production and deployment decision. This testing is done 

before production systems are available. Normally it is 

done using the same preproduction system that was used in 
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the OPEVAL. The specific objectives of OT-III include: test­

ing of fixes or corrections that were incorporated, comple­

tion of any deferred or incomplete Initial Operational Test 

a n d E v a l u a t i on ( I 0 T & E ) , and e v a l u a t i on o f a n y n e vr t a c t i c s 

development. 

OT-IV is the second phase of FOT &E , and it is conducted 

on the production system. One of the initial objectives of 

OT-IV is the demonstration of the achievement of pro gram ob­

jectives for production system operational effectiveness and 

operational suitability, especially reliability, main­

tainability and logistic supportability. Additional objec­

tives are OT&E of the system in new environments, in new 

applications, or a gainst new threats. 

C. PRODUCTION ACCEPTANCE TEST AND EVALUATION (PAT&E) 

Production Acceptance Test and Evaluation is conducted 

upon production items to ensure that the items procured me et 

the specifications of the procurement contract. Successful 

completion constitutes the recognition that the item 

fulfills the requirement for which it was produced. PAT&E is 

the responsibility of the Developing Agency and begins in 

the transition to production section of the Full-Scale 

Development Phase and continues through the Production and 

Deployment Phase [Ref. 9: p. 7-9]. 

The single most important message that comes out of the 

test and evaluation evolution is that any new acquisition 
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pro g ram QUSt be capab l e of meeting or exceeding the real 

world g oals expected of it in the actual or closely 

simulated operational environ~ent prior to any major 

production commitment. The information obtained by T & E is 

used to give a better understanding of the system's 

capabilities, to identify shortcomings, to develop 

improvements, and to as s ist in designing the system's 

future replacements. Additionally, an important facet of tlle 

pro g ram is to verify the ability to support and maintain the 

system and to develop requirements for training personnel in 

the oper at ion of the sys tem. 
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IV. THE SERVICES' INDEPENDENT TEST AGENCIES 
FOR OPERATIONAL TEST AND EVALUATION 

Having established a base from which to work, ea ch in-

dividual service will be reviewed to see how they are 

structured to handle the requirement for independent test 

and evaluation. However, before this is undertaken, the 

issue of what prompted the drive for the independent test 

agencies will be presented. 

During the period prior to the President's Blue Ribbon 

Defense Panel Report (released on 1 July 1970), defense sys-

tern planners and developers received little attention from 

Congress on the methods they used to develop and test the 

new systems. At that time, most of the controversy sur-

rounded the actual need for the weapon system and the cost 

of placing the weapon system into the defense inventory. The 

concern of whether the weapon system could in fact perform 

to the designated specifications or was actually ready for 

production was very small outside the Department of Defense. 

Most of this lack of concern can be attributed to a general 

feeling of satisfaction within the Congress that the govern-

ment research, development, test, and evaluation (RDT&E) 

side had been very successful since the United States was 

winning the intercontinental ballistic missile and space 

race. It was during this period in time that the U.S. placed 

a man on the Moon. Another factor that kept the Congress's 
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atten t ion was the war i n Vietna m. With the chan ge of Presi-

dents and a change in attitudes toward economic conditions 

and domestic issues, the Con gress intensified its scrutiny 

of Def e nse expenditures, in particular the area of major 

weapon system acquisition. It was this intensification by 

the Cong ress that brou ght about the dramatic change in the 

milita ry services' test and evaluation policies. 

The President's Blue Ribbon Defense Panel (BRDP) was one 

of th e major drivin g forces behind the one hundred and 

ei gh ty de g ree chan ge in attitudes. I n the BRDP report the 

Depart me nt of Defense's operational test and evaluation 

pr act i ces were specifica l ly a ddressed as a si g nificant 

probl em area. The followin g excerpt points out the concern 

o f t he pane l : 

There has been an increasin g desire, particularly 
at t he OSD level, to use data from OT&E to assist 
in the decision-makin g process. Unquestionably it 
would be extremely useful to replace or support 
c ri tical assu~ptions and educated guesses with 
qu antitative data obtained from realistic and relevant 
operational testin g . 

Unfortunately, it has been a l most impossible to 
obtain results which are directly applicable to the 
deci si on or useful for analysis. Often, test data do 
not exist. When they do, they frequently are derived 
from tests which were poorly desi gned or conducted 
under insufficiently controlled conditions to permit 
va l id comparisons. It is especially difficult to 
obtain test data in ti ~ e to assist in decision-making. 
Significant changes are essential if OT&E is to real­
ize its potential for contributin g to important deci­
sions, particularly where the tests and the decisions 
must cross Service lines. [Ref. 10: p.59] 
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Secretary Packard, then the Deputy Secre tary of Defen 5e , 

vi a s the d r i v i n g f o r c e w i t hi n the D epa ~~ t. !:1 e n t o f D e fens e f o r 

chan ging the test and evaluations poli cie s . He persona l ly 

sent a se ries of memoranda to t he Services in which he 

requested that the Services arran ge for OT&E to be mana ged 

and conducted by an independent agency separate f rom the 

d e v e l o p i n g c om m a n d an d 1;1 h i c h r e p o r ted the i r res u l t s d i r e c t l y 

to the Chief of the Service. 

The for ma l directive came in the form of two Department 

o f D e fen s e D i r e c t i v e s ( D 0 D D s ) . The f i r s t vl a s De p a r t r.1 en t o f 

Defense Directive 5000.1, which officially tied OT &E with 

the Joint Requirements and Management Eoard (JR MB ), th en 

c a ll e d D SA R C , r ;J i l e s ton e I I I d e c i s i on p o i n t . 

Test and ev alu ation shall commence as early as pos­
sible. A determination of operational suitability, 
including lo gistic support requirements, will be made 
prior to lar ge scale production co~mitments, makin g use 
of the most realistic environment possible and the best 
rep r e s e n t a t i on o f the f u t u r e o p e r a t ion a l s y s t e r.1 a v a i l -
able. The results of this operational testin g will be 
evaluated and presented to the DSARC at the time of the 
production decision. [Ref. 11: para.III, C.1] 

The second directive was DODD 5000.3, which provided ad-

ditional and more specific test and evaluation policy 

guidance than that of DODD 5000.1. 

In each DOD component there wil l be one major 
agency separate and distinct froo the developing/ 
procuring command and from the using command which will 
be responsible for OT&E and which will: 

a. Report the results of its independent test 
and evaluation directly to the Milit ary 
Service Chief or Defense Agency Director. 
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b. Recor.1mend direct l y to its ~iilitary Ser-vice 
Chief or Defense Agency Director the ac ­
complishment of adequate OT&E. 

c. Insure that the OT&E is effectively planned 
and conducted [ P.ef. 128: par·a. IV, C .1]. 

The sta ge na d now been set with the offic:al Office of 

the Secretary of Defense direction for the formation of an 

independent testing a ge ncy Hithin each service. 

The Blue Ribbon Defense Panel Report should be con -

sidered t he catalyst, '.-Jhi c h resulted in a major change in 

how the Services viewed their test and evaluations ac -

tivities . The most notab l e chan ge came in the area of OT&E. 

An exa:nination of l1ow each branch of the service incor-

porated this new philosophy follow s . 

A. AR HY 

Duri ng the period 1962-1971, the testing of systems and 

equipment under development and in-process of acquisition by 

the Army was accomplished almost totally within the Army 

11 aterial Command (A t·1 C). The Army Haterial Command assi gned 

tne test responsibilities to the Commanding General, United 

Sta tes Army Test and Evaluation Command (TECOM). 

As the Army's principal material testing organization, 

the Test and Evaluation Co mm and was assigned the basic mis-

sion of providing the decision makers with unbiased indepen -

dent appraisals of Army material. The Army chart e red the 
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T E C 0 i-1 to reduce the t ime f r a r:1 e between des i g n and production 

and to eli minate duplic atio n o f e ffort throu g h i n tegrated 

testin g and better coordi nation. 

To accomplish Hhat the charter mandated, TECO;-.I empl oy ed 

both en gi neerin g tests and service te s ts. En g ineerin g tests 

were conducted to determine if the system really met t he 

material need. Service tests exa mined the human i nt er f ace 

VI i t h t he s y s t em . T h e s e t e s t s d e t e r m i n e d t he e q ~.1 _;_ p me n t ' s 

suitability for the Army's use and for relea se to produc­

tion. Actual operational units were e Qployed to con duct 

tests in a tactical environment and i n g eneral possessed 

many of the characteristics of present OT &E practices. 

However, these tests were often conducted after the mana ge­

ment decision to pr oduce the system in numbers and even 

after t he deployment for Ar my operational use. 

Since the Test and Evaluation Com mand was affiliated 

with the Army's Material Command developers, a neH and inde­

pendent command was necessary in o1·der to meet t he requ ire ­

ments of the Department of Defense Directive. As a result, 

the Operational Test and Evaluation Ag ency (OTEA) was estab­

lished on 25 September 1972 at Fort Belvoir, Virginia. 

Through their charter from the Secretar y of the Army, OTE A 

was given the management responsibility for major and non­

~najor systems. [Ref. 13: pp. C-1- C-3) 
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The Commanding General of OTEA reports to the Chief of 

Staff of the Army. The mission and functions of OTEA are as-

signed by Army Regulation (AR) 10-4, "U.S. Army Operational 

Test and Evaluation Agency". The mission of OTEA "is to 

manage all user testing, operational testing (OT), force 

development testing and experimentation (FDTE), and joint 

user testing directed by the Office of the Secretary of 

Defense" [Ref. 14: p. 2]. The specific tasks which are as-

signed to OTEA are summarized as: 

a. Plan, direct and evaluate the operational testing of 
all major and selected non-major systems. 

b. Coordinate the operational testing of other non­
major systems. 

c. Manage major and coordinate non-major FDTE. 

d. Coordinate Army participation in the planning and 
execution of Joint OT&E. 

e. Provide a strong focal point organization to keep 
the Developing Agency (DA) and the Office of the 
Secretary of Defense (OSD) fully informed on the 
Army's OT&E needs and accomplishments. 

The original manning level of OTEA was set at 120 person-

nel, which included: 53 officers, 2 enlisted, and 65 

civilians. In 1975, the strength was increased to 250 per-

sonnel with 125 officers, 20 enlisted, and 105 civilians. 

Today, its strength is 256 personnel with 122 officers, 8 
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enlisted, and 126 civ ilia ns [ Ref. 15]. F i g u r e s 3 s h o '•' s 

OTEA's relationship with i n the Arm y's Te st and Evaluation 

organization. Fi gure 4 is the or ganizatio nal chart for OTEA. 

When the Operational Test and Eva l uation Agency receives 

a s y s t em from A i-1 C for T & E , i t e i the r a p p o i n t s i t s o vm t e s t 

director and team or tasks the Force Co mma nd (who is res pon ­

sible for the continental U.S. Army Divisions) alon g wit h 

the r 1 a t e r i a l De v e l o p r:1 e n t and R e a d i n e s s C o lil m a n d a n d I o r t h e 

Training Doctrine Command to perform the testing. This deci­

sion is made based upon the size and importance of the 

program/system to be tested. OTEA's role when it retains a 

system for testing i s to furnish three to five of its per­

sonnel to fill key positions on the team such as the Deputy 

Director for the systems OT, the Chief Analyst, the Chief 

Data Collector, and the Chief Controller. TRADOC, repre­

senting the user, provides the appropriate assistants in the 

areas of conceptual expertise. The remaining positions are 

filled by the testing command. If the program/system OT&E is 

tasked to an organization other than OTEA, OTEA mainly 

evaluates the data generated by the testin g command. OTEA 

is currently directing/mana gin g OT&E for 62 major and 250 

lesser category non-major systems [Ref. 16]. 
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B. AIR FORCE 

In their attempt to confor m to the DOD requirement, the 

Air Force init ially tried to achieve indepe ndence in opera­

tional testing by pla ci ng the fu ll OT&E responsibility on 

th e u s e r C om man d . E v e n t hou g h t hi s \·!a s a s t e p i n the r i g h t 

dire c tion , the Air Force's effort fe ll short of its mark and 

was often subject to cr iti c ism . To cor rect this shortcoming, 

the Air Force, in October of 1974, esta bli shed its indepen­

dent test agen cy ca ll in g it the Air Force Operational Test 

and Evaluation Center CAFOTEC) at Kirkl and Air Force Base, 

~Jew ; 1 ex i co . A F 0 T E C is a separa te op erating a g ency that 

reports directly to the Chief of Staff of the Air Force. In 

addition to its headquarters at Kirkla nd, AFOTEC has four 

additional permanently est ablish ed detachments at Edwards 

A i r F o r c e Bas e , C a 1 i f o r n i a , E g 1 i n A i r F o I' c e B a s e , F 1 o r i d a , 

tJellis Air Force Bas e, Nevada , and Kapaun Air Station, Hest 

Germany . Along with these four permanent detachments there 

are additional field test teams at various designated sites. 

[Ref. 17: p.11 

The c en t e r ' s he ad q u a t' t e r s a n d f i e 1 d teams i n c 1 u d e o p e r a -

tional , technical, ana lyti ca l and test sp ec i alists. The 

fi eld test teams conduc t their test at the selected sites 

and from the results prepare the formal reports. These field 

teams are co mp osed of personnel from the Air Force Test and 

Ev aluat i on Center alon g with personnel from the operating 
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and support commands wh o will event ua lly rec ei ve and utilize 

the systems i n every day operat io n. 

The Air Force Operational Test and Evaluation Center's 

stated mission is "to :nanat;e the Air Force operat::.. onal test 

and evalua ti on pro gr ar.1 and assess the :nilitary ut ility and 

opera ti ona l effectiveness and s uitabi l ity of major and 

desi gned non-major syster:1s" [Ref. 17: p.1]. The specific 

task s whic h a r e ass i g ned to AFOTEC are summarized as : 

a. Desi :s n, direct, analyz e , evaluate and repot·t on 
OT &E of major a nd designed non- major Air Force sys 
terns. 

b. Desi gnate the Deputy Test Director and pro vi de ( with 
augr:1entation from major co r.lm ands) the OT &E team for 
co mbined DT&E/IOT& E pro gra ms r·etained by AFOTEC. 

c. :! oni tor all non- ;najo r system OT&E conducte d by 
the major commands ( e. g . TAC, SAC, r1A C) t hro u gh 
review and approva l of tests plans and review of 
comme nts on the te st reports. 

d. Develop policy reco mm endations for Headquarters, 
United States Air Force approval and subsequent im­
plementation by all ~ajor co mma nds. 

e. Act as spokesman to t he Joint Requirement and 
~anagement Board (JRMB) on matters pertaining to 
OT &E. 

f. Support Congressional requests for OT &E info rm ation 
on weapon systems fo r which procurement funds are 
bein g requested. [Ref. 17: p.1] 

S i n c e b e c om i n g o p e t' a t i on a 1 , the m a n n i n ~ o f A F 0 T E C h a s 

i ncreased from the initial authorization of 208 , to the 

present strength of 677. This manning level includes 477 of -

ficers, 90 enlisted, a nd 110 civilians. AFOTEC is 
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additionally au gmented by 2500 personne l from the previously 

mentioned operatin g and support commands [Ref. 18] The 

o rg anization of AFOTEC is si milar to that of the Army's 

OTE A. Figure 5 shows the overall relationship of AFOT&E 

within the Air Force, and Figure 6 is the organization chart 

o f AFOTEC. 

Air Force Operational Test and Evaluation Center is 

cu r r e nt l y mana g ing OT &E for 6 5 major and designed non-major 

pro g r am s . I n addit i on, the center is presently monitoring 

2 40 ope r ational test efforts bein g done by other major USAF 

co m~ a nds. [ Ref. 19] 

C. NAVY 

The Navy had an ea s ier t im e than its sister Services in 

co ming up with a test a gency that was independent of the 

deve l oper, since the Navy already had one in existence. This 

co mm and is call the Operational Test and Evaluation Force 

( OPTEVFOR). 

OPTEVFO R can trace it s ori g in to the final months of 

Horld War II. During t h e Okinawa campai g n, the surface 

forces of the Navy came under a sustained concentrated 

attack by Japanese ka mikaze aircraft. These suicide attacks 

took a great toll in ships and personnel, and a means to 

deal with the threat was ur gently required. In July of 1945, 

the Co o posite Task Force, U.S. Atlantic Fleet was formed and 
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tasked with the development a nd evaluation of ~ethods to 

c o m b a t s u c h a t t a c k s . T h i s '.J a s t h e o r i ~ i n o f t h e f'l a v y ' s 

independent t est a gency. [ Ref . 13: pp . D-1 - D-3] 

In the following years. c ha nge s were mad e to the na~e of 

the command and to the ass ig ned miss ion and tasks. Th ese 

changes resulte d in a wider scope of responsibiliti es and 

expanded capabilities in test and evaluation. Additiona ll y, 

a s i :n i :!. a r 1 y s t r u c t u red co :!1 :nand vJ a s f o r r.1 e d o n the we s t c o a s t 

for the Pacif i c Fleet. 

To achieve the desired independence which was su ggested 

in the Bl ue Ribbon Defense Panel report and required in the 

DOD directives, OPTEVFOR had to make a shift in its 

emphasis. This chan g e in mission orientati on was 

accomplished in the period between late 1971 and middle 

1972. While the reorganization did not involve an 

appreciable or ganizational restructuring or an increase in 

manpower allocation. it did require a different and more 

expensive mix of personnel. The Navy's "hands-on" 

operational testing concept required operational officers 

and highly skilled noncom missioned officers that were 

familiar with the current ~ issions. tactics. policies. an d 

procedures. [Ref. 13: pp. D-1 - D-3] 

The Operational Test and Evaluation Force is now under 

the direct co~mand of the Chief of Naval Operations (C NO ) 

for the conduct of OT&E. The or ganizational rela tio nship 

39 



that O?T EV FO R has wit h t he DO D/ NAVY can be s een i n Fi gure 7. 

The com mand headquarters for OPTEVFOR is located at the 

N o r f o 1 k ( V i r g i n i a ) :,J a v a l B a s e . F o r t h e P a c i f i c a r e a o f 

operations, a separate staff under the Deputy COMOPTEVFOR is 

1 o c a ted a t th e N a v a l A i r S t a t i on , ~J o r t h I s 1 a n d , Sa n D i ego , 

Ca lifo r ni a . The function of t he Deputy CO~IOPTEVFOR is to act 

as t he r e pres e ntive of OPTEVFOR in matters in the Pacific 

ar ea a n d, wh e n d i re cted, with west coa s t operat i onal 

c o mm an ds (e. g . COHN AVA IR PAC, CO HN AVSUFPAC). 

Th e missio n of OP TE VFOR is assi g ned by the CiJO and is 

" to op e ratio na ll y t est an d evaluate s pecific \-Jeapon systems, 

ships . air cr a ft, a nd e q u i pment s , including procedures and 

t a c t i c s , 1t1 he r e r e q u i re d ;~ a n d , when d i r e c ted b y C l' I 0 , as s i s t 

d e ve lo pment ag encies in th e accompli sh ment of necessary 

Dev el opm e n t al Test a nd Eva l uation" [Ref. 20 : p. 1 ] . 

The sp e c i f i c t asks which are al s o assi gned to CO MOPTEVFOR by 

th e CNO ar e s ummari z ed a s : 

a. Fun ction as an independent test a gency for OT&E 
un de r th e co mmand of the CNO. 

b . Serve as principa l advisor to t he CNO for all 
D epar t~ ent of the Navy OT &E matters. 

c. Presen t results of OT &E to t he JRMB at Milestone 
III (p r oduction decision) review and to other reviews 
as directed by the CNO. 

d . Conduct operational tests on weapon systems 
i ncludn g ships a~d aircraft. Evaluate operational 
effectiveness, suitability, and capability, reporting 
the results to the CNO. 
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e. Assist development a gencies in DT&E, including fleet 
s u p p o r t , a s r e q u i red , r· e p o r t i n g the res u 1 t s o f s u c h 
assists and an assessment of the system tested. 

f. Review and evaluate the T&E planning for new weapons 
systems to address and resolve critical issues and 
report the findings to the CNO [Ref. 20: p. 1]. 

The current authorized personnel stren g th of OPTEVFOR 

i s approximately 1400. Its Norfolk Headquarters has 268 

p ersonnel, includin g 119 officers, 119 enlisted, and 30 

c i v i lians [Ref. 21 J. This represents only about one-fifth of 

t he authorized positions in OPTEVFOR. The other personnel 

a re spread across the subordinate command CDEPCOMOPTEVFOR), 

or g anic aircraft squadrons CVX-1 ,VX-4,VX-5), and the 

Sunnyvale detachment. Fi g ure 8 shows the current 

o r ganizational arran gement of OPTEVFOR. 

It is interesting to note that when OPTEVFOR does OT&E 

on a ship or submarine it preforms the tests in a very 

similiar manner to that of the Army or Air Force. OPTEVFOR 

usually sends a detachment of their people to the 

s h ip/sub marine to direct the testing, but utilizes that 

uni t 's precommissionin g crew instead of there own personnel 

for conductin g operations. In the case of an aircraft or 

related hardware, OPTEVFOR uses the total in-house concept, 

using only their own personnel t o test the item. 

Operational Test and Evaluation Force is presently 

managing OT&E for 92 major and non-major systems [Ref. 20]. 
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In this chapter the services' independent test agencies 

have been reviewed. Their or ganizational relationship and 

methods of performin g OT&E ha ve been hi ghl ighted. A summary 

of these relationships and methods are provided in Appendix 

B. 
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V. THE ADVANTAGES AND DISADVANTAGES OF THE 
SERVICES ' INDEPENDENT TEST AGENCIES 

In response to DoD directives, each servi ce has elected 

a different approach in their or ganizational structure for 

performing OT&E. 3oth the Ar my and the Air Force cho se to 

participate much more closely with the Dev elop ing Agency 

(DA). Both OTEA and AFOTEC are small organizations which 

plan, direct, and control the opera tional testin g , yet they 

1 e a v e t he a c t u a 1 t e s t i n g to the u s e r c o rit m a n d , n o r rna 11 y 

utilizin g the unit program~ed to receive the fi rs t opera-

tional system. 

The Navy, on the other hand, has elected to use the to-

tal in-house concept in the case of aircraft systems' test-

ing and evaluation. OPTEVFOR acts as a surro g ate for the 

user by utilizing their own independent test facilities and 

assets to conduct tests on the systems. Additionally, OPTEV-

FOR believes that the involvement with the DA will jeopard-

ize their objectivity with the system [Ref. 22]. 

In tryin g to answer the question as to whether OPTEVFOR 

needs be to restructured, it will be best to address the 

advantages and disadvanta ges of each service's independent 

operational test agency. 

OPTEVFOR's strongest feature is their insistence on 

total independence in order to maintain their objectivity in 
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t he T&E process. Current l y, OPTEVFOR in s ists that in order 

to maintain their independence or objectivity, i nteraction 

between OPTEVFOR and the DA has to be kept to a minimum . 

S tated another way, the issue is independen c e versu s 

cooperat i on, with OPTEVFOR placin g ;nore weight on the sid e 

o f independence. [ Ref. 22] 

It is this independ e nce that is considered thei r 

stre ng t h becau s e they do not have to concern themselves with 

th e deve l oper t ryin g to t wi st their arm in an attempt to ge t 

a favor ab le deci s ion. Additionally, by making thems e lv es 

th e t ester and not usin g t he o perational commands, they ar e 

able to address t he sy s tem with more objectivity since th ey 

do not have a vest e d interest i n t he system. 

OPT EV FOR's insi s te nce on i nde pendence is also their big ­

ges t di sa dvan t a ge. Thi s reluctance has been the focal point 

in numerous studie s , such as the the President's Blue Rib ­

bo n Pa nel Report (BRDP) in 1970. The BRDP believed that i t 

is i mportant to perform OT &E on a n operationally confi gur ed 

p rodu c tion s ys tem. However, if the OT &E process only com ­

me nces a t OPEVAL, it misses most of the opportunity to in ­

f l uence the product during i ts develop ment on behalf of th e 

operational forces. [Ref.10: p. 88 1 The Defense Science 

Board on 17 February 1977, published a study statin g that 

"interactio n amon g develop ment te s t and evaluation and 

op erational t est and evaluation, in a ddition t o th e clos e 
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contact with t he users, pays ve r y i mpo rt ant di v 1dend s in 

terms of money, time and o perational suitability" [ Ref . 1: 

p. 7]. Both these repor·ts, alon g with other· s , indi c ate 

that a workin g relationship between the DA and the indepe n­

dent test a gency is critical to the acquisition proc es s . 

Since OPTEVFOR does not actively participate in th e 

syste:n, this tends to create the " gotc h3 11 syn d ro me 

[Ref. 25]. When a system comes from TECHEVAL to OP EVA L, 

there is a possibility that it may not pass due to a chan ge 

in OPTEVFOR test criteria. A weapon is developed to meet a 

stated operational requirenent (OR). This requirement can be 

affected by funding reductions, schedule delays and contrac t 

d i s p u t e s , i n add i t i on to c h a n g in g t h r e a t s , n e \·J \.J e a p on s and 

new tactics. As a result. the DA develops a system t ha t 

f u ll y m e e t s t h e r e q u i r em e n t s o f the o 1· i g i n a l 0 R , b u t a s a 

result of the aforementioned ongoing changes, it fa lls 

short of the current OT&E criteria. Since OPTEVFOR does 

not interface with the developing agency, it is extreme l y 

likely that the DA mi ght not be aware of these changes. The 

end result is the system is not ready for OPEVAL due to 

test criteria changes. 

"gotcha" takes place. 

It is at this point th a t t h e 

Another study done in the summer of 1984 by the Nava l 

Research Advisory Committee (NRAC) further illustrates what 

the results can be when there is little or no interf a ce 
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between OPTEVFOR and the DA. The committee reviewed a 

random sample of 142 of OPT EVFOR's OPEVALS that ~.;ere 

conducted between 1975 and 1982. The results of the study 

showed that 20% failed OPEVAL outright and 47% 

conditiona ll y passed. These systems were assessed for their 

o perat i onal effectiveness and s uitability. Of those that 

failed, the majority of t hem failed the suitability aspect 

of the test. [Ref. 25] The question which arises here is, 

how can a system get this far in the process and then fail? 

This i s like hav i n g a student advance all the way through 

th e education system and then g ive this student a literacy 

t est and find out t hat the i ndivi dual is unable to read and 

write. 

I n the author's opin i on, the number of failures in 

OPEV AL could be attribu t ed to OPTEVFOR insistence on 

~a intainin g their independence. With increased 

co mounication, OPTEVFOR could alert the development agencies 

to the c han ges in the suitability requirements much earlier 

i n the acquisition process. Th is i n turn would reduce the 

nu mbe r of fa i lures. By waiting until just before the system 

i s ready to enter production to communicate, the only 

r ecourse if a discrepancy is discovered is to fail the 

s ystem. 

On the other side of the spectrum , a strong point of 

both the OTEA's and AFOTEC's arrangement is their increased 
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ability to co mm un icate with the DAs. I nstead of rep r esen tin g 

the user as in the ca se of OPTEVFOR, both OTEA and AFOTEC 

be 1 i eve in gettin g the us er in v o 1 v e d at a v e r· y ear 1 y 3 r, a ge 

in the OT&E process. OT2A us es a central g roup co~pri3ed of 

t heir 

Force, 

P e r s o n n e 1 a n d t l1 e u s e r to t e s t a s y s t e ;n • T r. e A i r 

on t h e other h and obtains the pers onn el needec to 

test the system from the user and support commands on e ither 

a Temporary Additiona~ Duty (T AD) or Per ma nent Ch an ge of 

Station (PCS) basis. These personnel are then se nt to AFOTEC 

to s u p p o r t the p t• o g ram • 

OTEA has recently i mplem ented a new plan c alled 

Continuous Conception Evaluation (C2E), which has advanced 

the i d ea of continuous independent evaluation throu gh the 

pro gram's acquisition cycle. Differing from OTEA's prev i ous 

methodology, C2E be g ins at a much earlier po i nt in the 

acquisition process and follows the syste m p ast the 

production phase of the process. The data generated from 

models, si mulations, contractor/ government testin g , and 

operating trials is now bein g collected and correlated for 

future use. This information will help to provide trends, 

projections and inputs for existin g and future projects. 

[Ref. 23: p.6]. Thru C2E, OTEA is now in essence trackin g a 

major system from inception to retirement fro r.1 inventory. 

Figure 9 shows the major projects that are cur rent ly under 

C2E [Ref. 23: p. 10]. 
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0 

SYSTEMS CURRENTLY IN C2E 
15 APRIL 1986 TOTAL: 56 

AIR OfFENSE 
1 ATM/JATM 
2 CHAPARRAL RSS 
3 FAAOS 

FAAO C21 
LOS-R (PMS) 
LOS-F 
NLOS 
COMBINED ARMS AO 

4 MARK XV IFF 
5 MSAM 
6 PATRIOT PJI 
7 STINGER RMP 

ARTILLERY 
1 AFAS 
2 AFATOS 
3 ARMY TACMS 
4 ETAS 
5 HIP 
6 MLRS TGW 
7 PERSHING II 
8 RPV 
9 SAOARM 

10 XM119 

Figure 9. 

ARMOR 
1 ABRAMS 
2 AFV 

COMMAND & CONTROL 

1 ACCS 
2 MCS 

(AFATOS. ASAS. FAAO C2 I ANO 
TACCS liSTEO ELSEWHERE) 

INFANTRY 
1 AAWS (l. M. U) 

2 BFV 
3 STINGRAY (OEW) 

INTELLIGENCE 
1 ASAS 
2 lEW UAV 
3 JSTARS 

COMBAT SUPPORT 
1 ACE 
2 C17A 
3 HMMWV 
4 IFTE 
5 MBB PIP 
6 TACCS 
1 XM40 

Systems Currently in C2E 

AVIATION 

1 Alt64 
2 AliiP 
3 LHX 

SIGNAL 
1 CSCE 
2 OGM 
J IS/A AMPE 
4 MTCC 
5 MSE 
6 PLRS/JTIOS HYBRID 
7 RECS 
8 SCOTT-MILSTAR 
9 SINCGARS I 

10 SST 
11 AN/lAC 170 
12 AN!TTC 39A 
13 ULCS 

STRATEGIC 
1 SATKA (ADA. TIR. SAHITI 
2 KEW IERIS, HEOI. LEOI) 
J DEW (NPB. FEU 
4 SA/BM (CJ) 
5 WIS/AWIS 
6 NAVSTAR GPS 



A?OTEC is sim ilar to OTEA in t hat it e3ta8lishes a close 

l i a i s o n w i 'c h t h e D A . T h e A i r F o r c e ' s n e w e rr: ;; i1 a s i s o n t h e 

operational requirement of a syst e m has resulted in a eve n 

clo se r workin g relationship between AFOTEC a nd the DAs . The 

DA is now continually kept advised of any chan ges in the 

s y s t em ' s o p e r a t i o n a l r e q u j_ r· e m e n t s b y A F 0 T E C . T h e o b v i o u s 

benefit is that there are no surpri se OR chan ges when t he 

system enters OPEVAL. 1\dditionally, the Ai r For ce, in an 

atte r:1 pt to shorten the acquisition process, is tryin g to use 

DT&E to help verify the operational performance of a s yste~ . 

A reduction in duplicative testing can be ac hieved since 

some of these tests will not have to be repeated under OT &E . 

PJ~esently bein g used on the B-1 bomber, this approach i s 

considered a si gnificant chan ge and is still in the very 

early sta ges of evolution by the Air Force. [Ref. 24: p. 5 ] 

This close working relationship of OTEA and AFOTEC with 

the DA and user commands can shorten the acquisition 

process. By alerting the system to chan ges and, in the case 

of the Air Force, reducin g duplicative efforts in testi ng 

the total time required to field a system is reduced. 

The underlying reason behind the estab l ishment of the 

independent operational test a ge ncy ( I TA) was to assu re the 

independence in the testin g of a system. However, one of 

the bi gg est disadvantages that can resu l t from too clo se a 

working relationship between the ITA and the DA/user co mma nd 
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is a loss of objectivity. It is very hard to maintain 

objectivity when so much time has been spent with the people 

developing the system. Both OTEA and AFOTEC have to contend 

w i t h p r e s s u r e s f t' om not on 1 y the D A , b u t a 1 so the u s e r , 

b o t h o f who :n a l' e t r y i n g to g e t the s y s t em i n to p rod u c t i on . 

The DA wants the system to enter production because this 

makes him look good. The user wants the hardware since it is 

perceived to be better than that which he has presently. As 

a result, he wants the system to do well in testing as this 

' . .Jould expedite the fieldin g of the new system. If the ITAs 

bends to their wishes, the result could be a systeQ entering 

~reduction that might require extensive after-production 

modifications to make it function properly. Any savin gs in 

t i r.1 e and co s t s VI h i c h \.J e r e g a i ned b y the IT As i n t e r fa c i n g a r e 

now removed by the additional time and costs required to fix 

the sy3tem 's shortcomings. 

In summation, this chapter has illustrated that 

OPTEVFOR 's strongest point, their insis tence on 

independence, is also their weakest feature. In their effort 

to insure their objectivity, OPTEVFOR has missed the 

opportunity to influence the system's developQent on behalf 

of the operational forces. Additionally, their lack of 

cooperation can add to the length of the acquisition 

process. By not keeping the DAs appraised of changes in 

the OR, it is possible that a system might have to go 
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bac k t h rou g h develop men t t o corr ect t h e short c o min r; s 

i n t r o d u c e d b y t h e n e w r e q u i r e r.t e n t s . 0 n t h e o t h e r n a n d , 

OTEA 1 s and AFOTEC 1 s best featu r e i s t h eir s tron g 

relationship with the DA. This rel a tions h ip c a n corr e ct 

OPTEVFOR 1 s most prevalent shortco min g s, hoH e vet~, i t in 

itself can introduce problems if carried too f a r, re su ltin g 

in the release of a system that i s not yet ready fo r 

production. 
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VI. CONCLUSIONS/RECOMMENDATIONS 

Before He put a t..Jeapon system in the hands of our 
troops we sh ould ensure that it performs its combat mis ­
sion, not that it simply meets contract specifications . 
. . . Ao erican service personnel have a ri ght to ex ­
pect that the g ove1·nment will provide them with the 
necessary tools to do their job. [Ref. 26: p. 28] 

Th i s st a tement made by Representive C. E. Bennett, is an 

e xc e llent su mm ation of wh a t is expected fro~ OT&E in the ac-

qu is ition pr ocess. The purpose of the independent test 

a gencies is to deter mine whet her t he weapon system fulfills 

th e de s ire d function in an operational environment. 

I n t he introduction, a stater:1ent from the Summer 1984 

NRAC re port indicated that restructuring would enormously 

r e d uce t h e size and cost of OPTEVFOR. In addition, the 

report stated t hat the user's inputs could be introduced 

into t he process on an earlier and continuous basis [Ref.2]. 

The f i rst part of this statement is appealin g , however the 

precedin g analysis of operational test agencies indi cates 

t hat th e re is strong reason to believe that c hang es in 

operatin g policy, not the actual structure of OPTEVFOR, 

shou l d be made. 

The present manning levels of OTEA and AFOTSC are in ac-

tuality about the same or even greate r than OPTEVFOR. This 

analysis of the mannin g levels is based on count i ng the per -

sonnel that OTEA and AFOTEC utilize from other co mm ands for 

sup port of their testin g . By comparing these numbers a gainst 
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0 P T E V F 0 R 1 s t o t a 1 c o m p 1 e r.1 e n t o f o f f i c e r s , e n l i s t e d a n d 

civilian s , it beco mes evide nt that the Army and Air Force 

0 T & E :11 a n n i n g e f f o r t i s no t 1 e s s than the iJ a v y 1 s . For ex ­

ample, AFOTSC 1 s level of 2500 supportin g per3on nel is al ­

most do ub l e that of OP TEVFO R total in-house co mpl emen t of 

1300 personnel. 

Considering the costs of those services supp li ed by th e 

other support in g co ;nma nds, it appears that operatin g co sts 

of each ITA are co mpa rable. I n e ssenc e, there is very 

little difference between the size and cost of each ITA if 

the supporting co mma nds for OTEA and AFOTEC are inc luded in 

the analysis. Th e actual cost of each ITA and its s uppo rting 

con ma n d was beyond the s cope of the research for this 

thesis, hoHever, the potential value of this information 

merits further st udy. 

The statement that t he us ers inputs need to be provided 

earlier and on a continuous basis can be viewed as a result 

of OPTEVF OR 1 s philosophy an d not its ex is tin g structure. Un­

til recently, OPTEVFOR ha s been re s istant to t he idea of 

interactin g more c l osely with the DAs , so t ha t it could 

maintain objectivity. The i mportance placed by OPTEVFOR on 

maintaining objectivity has chan ged somewhat wit~ the new 

co mm anding officer (CO MO PTEVFOR). An examinat ion of the 

findin gs of the Sum~er 198 4 NR AC report re veal s a c hange in 
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r e 1 a t i on s hi p b e t :.J e e n 0 PTE V F 0 R a n d the D As [ R e f . 2 5 J • I t a p­

pears that the new CO lW PTEVFOR endorses increased liaison 

with the DAs. 

In the past, when a sy st e m arrived for the O?EVAL 

tha t did no t meet th e test criteria it would immediately 

fail . No \.J , if a probleril is discovered. instead of failing 

the syste:n outri ght, co;IOPTEVFOR will call his counterpart 

at the DAs and inform him that the system is not doing well. 

This allows the DAs to remov e the system fro m OPEVA L and 

correct the de ficienc ie s. This new approach not only keeps 

the pro b lems in - house and away from the public , but it also 

fosters greater cooperation . 

This cooperative relationship should not begin just at 

the time and point t hat a system enters OPEVAL. It is not 

enough to just advise the DAs that the system is not doing 

well and needs sor:1e cor rect io n. The !Javy needs to stro ngly 

encourage the early, continuous. and positive participation 

of a ll key players as des cr ibe d in OPNAVINST 3960.10. The 

di ffer e nce between the operational test requirements and 

tha t of development testin g mandates closer coordination 

be tween the Navy's in depen dent test a ge ncy and its develop­

i n g agencies . These or ga nizations need early and clear 

de finition of the test objectives , criteria and the stand-

ards. Once these conditions can be agreed upon, they r.1ust 

be kept current throu ghout the program to minimize the 

nece ss ity for repeat development an d testing. Failure to do 
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s o c a n r e s u l t i n u n n e c e s s a r· y cl e l a y s a n d h i g h e r· c o s t s i n t :-t e 

acquisition of fleet-r eady weapon sy s te~s . 

Another area ou tside the scope of thi s research i s t he 

cost ass ociated with ha v ing to send a syste~ back t h rou gh a 

part of the acqu isitio n process because it fails OPEVAL. 

There are undoubte dly increased costs, howe ver the ma gnitude 

of this problem wa s not pursued. This subject has potential 

value in determinin g the real efficiency of t he OT &E effort 

and merits further inv esti gation. 

A loss of independence in o pe rational test is no t bein g 

advocated nor is inference be:ng made that objec tivity is 

not important. The real key to effective and efficie nt OT&E 

is meaningful co~munication among the participants in the 

acquisition process. If the test require ments are 

coordinated and discussed by all parties, then confli ct may 

b e red u c e d to m i no r p r o p or t i on s o r e l i n; i n a ted a l to g e the r . 

OPTEVFOR should not chan g e its existing structural 

arran gement, since it been has demonstrated that this was 

not where the problem exists. Instead, OPTEVFO R needs to 

expound upon the new movement of increased co mm un i c ation 

with the DAs. The en d result of this i ncrea sed 

communication will be a vastly improved inde pe nden t test 

agency that may ameliorate the potential of an ina dequate 

sys~em reachin g the fleet. The iJ avy can neither afford 
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the development of systems that do not meet the fleets 

needs, nor can they afford the publicity that results in a 

pro duce d system that fails in the fleet. 
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APPEND I X A: GLOSSARY OF AC R01·JY i·1 S AND ABBREV IAT Io;:s 

ACAT 

AFOTEC 

AFR 

AFSC 

AHC 

AR 

ASARC 

ASD(A&L) 

ASN(R&D) 

BI S 

BRDPR 

CDEC 

c rJo 

C o:-tOPTEVF OR 

CSA 

CSAF 

CTP 

D&V 

DA 

DCP 

Acquisition Ca tegory 

Air Force Operational Test and Ev alua tio n 
Center 

Air Force Regulation 

Air Force Systems Command 

Army l·l aterial Co mmand 

Arm y Regulation 

Army System Acquisition Review Council 

Assistant Secretary of Defense ( Acquis ition 
and Logistics) 

Assistant Secretar y of the Navy for Researc h 
and Development 

Board of Inspection and Survey 

Blue Ribbon Defense Panel Report 

Combat Development Experimentation Co mm and 

Chief of Navy Operations 

Comoander, Operational Test and Evaluation 
Force 

Chief of Staff Army 

Chief of Staff Air Force 

Coordinated Test Prog ram 

Demonstration and Validation 

Developing Agency 

Decision Concept Paper (NAVY) or Develop ment 
Concept Paper ( ARMY ) 
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DCP/ICP 

DCSRDA 

DDT&E 

DDR&E 

Decision Coordinatin g Paper/ Integrated 
Coordinating Paper 

Deputy Chief of Staff Research Development and 
Acquisition 

Deputy Director of Defense Research and 
Engineering, Test and Evaluation 

Director of Defense Research and Engineering 

DE PCONOPTEVFOR Deputy Commander Operational Test and Evaluation 
Force 

DoD Depa r· t me n t of Defense 

DoDD Department Of Defense Directive 

DOT&E Di rector. Operational Test and Evaluation 

DSARC Defense Systems Acquisition Review Council 

DT Development Testing 

DT&E De velopment Test and Evaluation 

FDTE Force Development Testin g and Experimentation 

FO T&E Follow-on Test and Evaluation 

FYTP Five Year Test Plan 

GAO Government Accounting Office 

ILS Integrated Lo g istics Support 

roc Initial Operational Capability 

IOT &E Initial Operational Test and Evaluation 

Jr~ SN S Justification of Major Systems New Start 

J Rr1B Joint Requirement and Management Board 

LOI Letter of Instructions 

i1A C Military Airlift Command 

~1 AJCOH ~1 ajor Command 
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:v!ASSTER 

~ AVAIR 

OPEVAL 

OP NAV 

OP NAVINST 

OPTEVFOR 

OR 

OSD 

OT 

OT&E 

OTEA 

PAT&E 

PCS 

PDA 

PD~1 

PH 

Pi~P 

PO~l 

PPBS 

RAr·l 

RDT &E 

RDT&E 

ROC 

SAC 

Mode r n Ar my Selecti o n Systems Test Evaluation 
Review 

Naval Ai r Sy s te ms Co ~mand 

Operational Evalu a tion 

Office of the Chief of Na vy Op e rations 

Office of Chi e f of Naval Ope ra ti on s I nstruction 

Operational Test and Eva l uation Force 

Operationa l Requirement 

Office of the Secret a ry of Defense 

Operational Testin g 

Operational Test and Evaluation 

Operational Test and Evaluation Ag ency 

Production Acceptance Test and Eva luatio n 

Permanent Chan ge of Station 

Pro gram Decision Authority 

Pro g ram Decision Memorandum 

Progra m ~lanager 

Program Mana gement Plan 

Program Objective Memorandum 

Program, Plannin g and Bud get Sys t em 

Reliability, Ava i lability, Maintainabi lity 

Research, Developwent, Test and Evalua t ion 

Research, Development, Test, and Eva l uation 

Required Operational Capability 

Strategic Air Command 
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SAP! 

SCP 

SD DM 

SECDEF 

SECNAVItJST 

SOR 

SPO 

TAC 

TAD 

T&E 

TD 

TDP 

TECHEVAL 

TECO ~I 

TE~·1P 

TRADOC 

USACDC 

U SD (A) 

vx 

Systems Acquisition Mana ge me nt 

System Concept Paper 

Secretary of Defense Decision Memorandum 

Secretary of Defense 

Secretary of the Na vy Instruction 

Specific Operational Requirement 

System Pro gram Office 

Tactical Air Co mmand 

Temporary Additional Duty 

Test and Evaluation 

Test Directive 

Technical Development Plan 

Technical Ev aluat io n 

Test and Evaluation Command 

Test and Evaluation Master Plan 

Training and Doctrine Command 

U.S. Army Combat Developments Command 

Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition 

Air Test and Evaluation Squadron 
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APPENDIX B: ARHY/ NAVY/ AIR FORCE C0~1PARISO~J 

US AIR FORCE 

1. Designation of 
major field agency 
responsible for 
OT&E: 

Air Force Opera­
tional Test and 
Evaluation Center 
( AFOTEC) HO AF TEST 
AND EVALUATION CEN­
TER 

Kirkland Air 
Force Base 
:-Jew i'-lexico 87115 
Autovon: 244-0545 
Commercial: ( 505) 
264-0545 

2. Manning Level: 
(authorized) 

11ilitary 567 
Civilian 110 

3. Reporting Chain: 

Reports direct to 
Chief Staff of the 
Air Force. 

4 . P r i n c i p a 1 
directives/regula­
tions concerning 
OT&E: 

a. AFR 80-14 "Test 
and Evaluation" 

b. AFR 23-36 "Air 
Force Operational 
Test and Evaluation 
Center (AFOTEC)" 

US ARMY 

U S Army Ope ratio na l 
Test and Evaluation 
Agency (OTEA) CG, HO 
U S ARMY OPERATIO NA L 
TEST and EVALUATION 
AGENCY 

Falls Church VA. 
Autovon: 289-2228 
Commercial: (703) 
756-1254 

Hilitary 130 
Civilian 126 

Reports direct to 
Chief Staff of the 
Army. 

a. AR 70-10 "Test 
and Evaluation 
Durin g Development 
and Acquisition of 
l'1 a t e r i a 1 " 
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US NAVY 

Operational Test and 
Evaluation Fo r ce 
(OPT EVFOR) CO H ­
MANDER, OPERATION AL 
TEST and EVALUATIO N 
FORCE 

Norfolk VA. 23511 
Autovon: 564-5337 
Commercial: ( 80 4) 
444-5337 

Military 238 
Civilian 30 

Reports direct to 
Chief of Navy Opera­
tions. 

a. SECNAVINST 5000.1 
"System Acquisition" 
b. OPNAVI NS T 3960.10 
"Test and Eval­
uation" 



5. Field activities 
directly under OT&E 
Test Agency: 

All facilities sup­
port and per s onnel 
support provided by 
desi gned 1·1AJCOHS. 

6. Comparison of 
characteristics of 
OT&E: 

a. Develop ment of 
opti r'1 um tactics, 
techn i ques, proce­
dures and conce pts. 
b. Evaluation of 

reli abi lity, main­
taina b ility, and 
operational effec­
t i v e n e s s a n d 
suitability. 
c. Testin g under 

realistic opera­
tional conditions. 
d. Accomplish IOT&E 

prior to first major 
production decision. 

e.FOT&E subsequent 
t o r e c e i p t o f 
production items. 
f. IOT&E will not 

obviate the need for 
FOT&E. 

b. AR 10-4 "US Army 
Operational Test and 
Evaluation Agency" 

rJ o n e • 0 T E A c o n -
tributes deputy test 
director and 3 to 5 
key per s onnel to 
test at the command 
conductin g test. 

a. Representative 
user troops 

b. Realistic opera­
tional environment 
c. Provide data to 

estimate military 
utility, operational 
effectiveness, and 
o p e r a t i o n a 1 
suitability includ­
in g compatibility 
interoperability, 
r e 1 i a b i 1 i t y , 
availability main­
t a i n a b i 1 i t y i n -
tegrated lo g istics 
support and training 
requirements. 
d. IOT&E examines 

the hardware or com­
ponents to provide 
an indication of 
utility and worth to 
the user. 
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c. OP N AVINST 
5440.47 "~1ission and 
Function of Opera­
tional Test and 
Evaluation Force" 

a. Three Air, Test 
and Evaluation Sqdns 
(VX-1 ,4,and 5) 
b. Deputy Cm10PTEV­
FOR San Diego 
c. New London Test 
a n d E v a 1 u a t i o n 
Detachment 

a . 0 T & E p a r -
ticipated in or per­
formed by opera­
tional personnel. 
b. Focuses on 

operational effec­
t i v e n e s s a n d 
suitability includ­
ing reliability, 
compatibility, in­
t e r o p e r a b i 1 i t y , 
maintainability and 
supportability. 
c. Development of 

optimum, operational 
tactics. 

d . I 0 T & E a c -
complished prior to 
JRMB III or com­
parable CNO major 
production decision 
point. 



g .FOT &E focuse s on 
the operational and 
employment aspects 
of the system. 

AFR 80-14 

7. Authority for as­
signment of OT&E 
projects: 

a. Chief Staff of 
the Air Force (CSAF) 
b. AFOTEC may 
recom~end to CSAF 
those OT&E projects 
which it or MAJCOMS 
·should conduct. 

8. Master test docu­
ment for specific 
(major or selected 
non-major) IOT&E 
program: 

Section 5 (Test and 
Evaluation) of 
Program Management 
Plan (PHP). 

9. Views on combined 
DT&E/IOT&E: 

a.Operating and 
supporting commands 
participation is 
mandatory during 
development testin g . 

e. Examination of 
equipment prior to 
initial production 
deci si on. 
f. FOT&E final c heck 
p rior to acceptance. 
AR 70-10 

Deputy Chief of 
Staff Research 
Development and Ac­
quisition determ i nes 
the major and non­
major systems. 

Coordinated Test 
Pro gr am (CTP) 

a. The OT&E process 
will be independent 
and should normally 
be separate from the 
DT&E process. 
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e. Assessment of 
operational effec ­
tiveness and 
suitabil ity . 
f. FOT&E con ducted 

in operational en ­
viron me nt by opera ­
tional pe r sonnel 
using p r oduction 
systems. 

g . Refine ta ctica l 
employment doctrine 
and requireme nts for 
personnel and train ­
ing . 

0 P ;J A VI f'i S T 3 9 6 0 • 1 0 

a. Chief of Naval 
Operations (C NO) 
b. C N O may 

authorize COMOPTEV­
FOR to further as ­
sign projects to 
other co mmands when 
advanta g es are ap ­
pare nt. 

Test and Evaluation 
Master Plan <TE ~ P) 

a. OPTEVFOR par­
ticipates in the 
TECHEVAL <DT &E) 
which is planned, 
conducted by the 



b. Operational i n­
outs will be util­
ized in (test) plan­
nin g docu ments 
developed by the im­
pl ementin g Co mm and. 
c. To maxi~u m pas­

s i b 1 e d e g r· e e , I 0 T & E 
wi l l be acco mpl ished 
co mpl eted by o perat­
i ng personnel of t h e 
Ope r ational/ Su p ­
p or t i ng Co mm an ds 
us i n g r ealistic 
o pera t i on al e nv i ron­
me nt . 

d . Wh ere adequate 
test dat a c a n b e 
s ecu red fr om co m­
bined DT&E / IO T&E , 
combined te sts may 
be employe d. Added 
con sid erat i on s fo r 
co mbi ned test i ng are 
co s t s an d ti me ( AFR 
30 -14). 
e. Se parate eva lua ­

t ions r equired f rom 
Oper a tin g/Su ppo rt i ng 
Comm ands i n Pt·o d uc­
ti o n Decision s . 

10. Document chain 
in acquisition 
system: 

a. ROC (f o r mally 
s tate s a Req uired 
0 p e r a t i o n a 1 
Ca pa bility) 

b. Action Direc­
t ives (early PMD) 
c. Pro g ram Advocacy 

Docu ments 
d. DCP (OT&E inputs 

prov i ded by AFOTEC) 
e • P ~-1 D I n i t i a 1 

Test Directive (OT &E 

However, i t may be 
co m b i ned Hhere 
separation causes 
delay involvin g un­
acceptable risk or 
unacceptable ac­
quisition costs (AR 
70-10). 

b • T e s t i n g i s 
us ua l ly phased as DT 
I , I I , and I I I and 
OT I, II, and III. 
Usual l y OT I is run 
i n co mbination with 
DT I. Ar my attempts 
t o ke e p OT I I and 
III and DT II and 
III sep arated. 
c. Each phase of OT 

t e sti ng results in a 
se pa r a t e evaluation 
by OTEA , ti med to 
prov i de evaluation 
to t o the d ec i sion 
bo dy (JR MB ) at deci­
s i on mile s tones. 
d. DT II, OT I I, 

a nd DT II I are c o n­
d uc t ed on a l l 
de velop ment items/ 
syst e ms as a mini­
mum. 

a. ROC 
b . Chart e r for spe­

cial task force 
c. OTE A evaluation 

pl an 
d. Pro gram Advocacy 

Document 
e. DCP (OT &E inputs 

provided by OTEA) 
f. Final Report of 

Special Task Force 
(contains plan for 
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Developin g Agency 
with OPTEVFOR in­
puts. OPTEVFOR 
provides independent 
operational assess­
ment to the Cl'JO. 
b. OPTEVFOR is 

r e s p o n s i b 1 e f o r 
planning, conduct­
i n g , r e p o r t i n g 
OPEVAL, conducted 
after TECHEVAL and 
pri0r to Production 
Decision milestone. 

a. SOR (formally 
states a Specific 
0 p e r a t i o n a 1 
Requirement) 

b . T e c h n j_ c a 1 
Development Plan 
(TPD)- (program ad­
vocacy document in­
cluding OT&E inputs 
by OPTEVFOR) 
c. OPTEVFOR evalua­

tion plan 



inputs provided by 
AFOTEC) 
f. Test objectives 

annex to the PrJID 
g. HQ USAF Test 

Directive (Drafted 
b y A F 0 T E C ) 
h A F 0 T E C 
Commander' s Estimate 
i. AFOTEC Test Plan 
j. Program :tanage­

ment Plan (contains 
DT&E, OT&E tests 
plans) 

k . I n t e t· i m T e s t 
Reports (interirll 
evaluation) 

l . F i n a l T e s t 
Report 
m. AFOTEC 

Commander's Summary 
(Final independent 
ops evaluation) 

11. Commands con­
ducting OT: 

a. AFOTEC- (all 
major and selected 
nonmajor systents) 
b. Designed AF 

MAJCOMS- (nonmajor 
systems) 

OT&:E provi ded by 
OTEA) 

g . OTEA or TRADOC 
Outline Test Plans 

h. Test Plans 
i. Development Plan 

(contains Coor­
dinated Test Pro g ram 
of all DT and OT 
t e s t i n g o f t h e 
system) 
j. OT I/DT I Test 

Reports (independent 
operational evalua­
tion by OTEA) 
k. OT II/DT II Test 

Reports (independent 
operational evalua­
tion by OTEA) 
l. OT III/DT III 

T e s t R e p o r t s 
(independent opera­
tional evaluation by 
OTEA) 

a. OTEA- (all major 
and selected non­
major systems) 

b. Combat Develop­
ment Experimentation 
Command ( CDEC)­
(nonmajor systems) 
c. Modern Army 

Selected System 
E v a l u a t i o n a n d 
Review (MASSTER)­
(nonmajor system) 
d. Other Major Com­

mands (nonmajor 
systems) 

67 

d. DCP (OT&E in put s 
p r o v i d e d b y 
OPTEVFOR) 
e. Test and Evalua ­

tion i!aster Plan 
(TEMP>- (conta ins 
DT&E and OT&E plans 
for a specj_fic 
proE;ram 

f . P r o j e c t l·i a s t e r 
P l a n ( P i ·1 P ) -
(contain s the TENP) 
g . TECHEVAL P l an 

(the developin ~ 
agency's plan for 
DT&E) 

h. TECHEVAL Re por t 
i. OPTEVFOR's inde­

pendent assessment 
of TECHEVAL 
j. OPEVAL (OT&E) 

PLAN 
k. OPEVAL Report­

(independent opera­
tional evaluation by 
OPTEVFOR) 

COHOPTEVFOR 



12 . Commands per­
forming evaluation 
of OT&E directed by 
Service HQ: 

The command conduct­
i ng OT performs the 
eva l uation s u b ject 
to review, a pproval, 
and further evalua ­
tion by AFOTEC. 

OTEA perfor ms the 
evaluation. 
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COMOPTEVFOR performs 
the e valuat ion . 
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